






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































There	 were	 no	 significant	 group	 differences	 on	 age,	 gender	 or	 anxiety	 between	
children	with	complete	total	 interpretation	bias	scores	(N	=	38)	and	those	with	 incomplete	
data	(N	=	12),	t	(46)	=	.73,	p	=	.47,	d	=	.10;	χ2	(1)	=	.25,	p	=	.61,	φ	=	.02;	t	(48)	=	1.70,	p	=	.09,	d	





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































		 Entire	Sample	 		Boys	 Girls	
FBQ	Ambiguous	T1	 26.91	 (10.26)	 23.74	 (9.73)	 		29.37	 (10.02)	
FBQ	Threat	T1	 42.55	 (9.96)	 40.21	 (11.63)	 44.38	 (8.02)	
NRM	Ambiguous	T1	 6.34	 (5.66)	 4.83	 (5.05)	 7.51	 (5.85)	


























Effects	 F	 df	 partial	η2		
Fear	Beliefs	 Info	Type	 19.92	**	 (1,	236)	 .08	
	
Gender	 5.48	*	 (1,	236)	 .02	
	
Anxiety		 60.20	**	 (1,	236)	 .2	
	
Age	 1.90	 (1,	236)	 .01	
	
Info	Type	x	Anxiety	 14.11	**	 (1,	236)	 .06	
	
Info	Type	x	Age	 1.45	 (1,	236)	 .01	
	
Info	Type	x	Gender	 .12	 (1,	236)	 <.001	
Behavioural	
Avoidance	 Info	Type	 .93	 (1,	236)	 <.004	
	
Gender	 9.40	**	 (1,	236)	 .04	
	
Anxiety		 24.42	**	 (1,	236)	 .09	
	
Age	 12.20	**	 (1,	236)	 .05	
	
Info	Type	x	Anxiety	 2.37	 (1,	236)	 .01	
	
Info	Type	x	Age	 1.35	 (1,	236)	 .01	
	































































		 		 T1	 T2	 T1	 T2	 T1	 T2	 T1	 T2	 		
Ambiguous	
Fear	Beliefs	
T1	 .28**	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 |z|	=	2.70	**	






	 	 	 	 	 |z|	=	3.12	**	T2	
	 	 	
.57**	
	 	 	 	Ambiguous	
Avoidance	
T1	 		 		 		 		 .33**	 		 		 		 |z|	=	2.04	*	




	 	 	 	 	 	
.23*	










		 Entire	Sample	 Boy-Boy	 Boy-Girl	 Girl-Girl	
Trait	Anxiety	(SCAS)	 36.80	 (19.78)	 30.47	 (18.77)	 35.24	 (18.91)	 42.31	 (19.58)	
FBQ	Ambiguous	T1	 26.69	 (10.17)	 23.78	 (9.76)	 26.43	 (10.11)	 28.98	 (10.02)	
FBQ	Ambiguous	T2	 27.88	 (10.86)	 27.49	 (10.93)	 26.66	 (11.17)	 28.80	 (10.69)	
FBQ	Threat	T1	 42.63	 (9.76)	 41.24	 (10.03)	 42.90	 (11.26)	 43.53	 (8.67)	
FBQ	Threat	T2	 42.25	 (8.82)	 42.63	 (8.71)	 42.48	 (9.95)	 41.86	 (8.36)	
NRM	Ambiguous	T1	 6.17	 (5.56)	 4.84	 (4.94)	 6.45	 (5.96)	 7.03	 (5.66)	
NRM	Ambiguous	T2	 6.62	 (5.64)	 5.05	 (4.34)	 7.46	 (6.87)	 7.37	 (5.63)	
NRM	Threat	T1	 12.80	 (5.56)	 11.36	 (6.19)	 13.39	 (5.66)	 13.57	 (4.81)	

































Main/	Interaction	Effects	 F	 df	 partial	η2		
Ambiguous	
Fear	Beliefs			 	Time	 				3.47	‡	 						(1,	231)	 							.02	
	
Gender	Pairs	 3.47	*	 (2,	231)	 .03	
	
Anxiety	Difference		 10.13	**	 (1,	231)	 .04	
	
Time	x	Anxiety	Difference	 2.14	 (1,	231)	 .01	
	
Time	x	Gender	Pairs	 4.53	*	 (2,	231)	 .04	
Ambiguous	
Avoidance	 Time	 1.70	 (1,	228)	 .01	
	
Gender	Pairs	 4.63	*	 (2,	228)	 .04	
	
Anxiety	Difference		 6.71	*	 (1,	228)	 .03	
	
Time	x	Anxiety	Difference	 2.53	 (1,	228)	 .01	
	
Time	x	Gender	Pairs	 .68	 (2,	228)	 .01	
Threatening	
Fear	Beliefs	 Time	 .04	 (1,	232)		 <.001	
	
Gender	Pairs	 .85	 (2,	232)		 .01	
	
Anxiety	Difference		 2.84	 (1,	232)		 .01	
	
Time	x	Anxiety	Difference	 .37	 (1,	232)		 <.005	
	
Time	x	Gender	Pairs	 4.86	*	 (2,	232)		 .04	
Threatening	
Avoidance	 Time	 9.52	**	 (1,	230)		 .04	
	
Gender	Pairs	 3.43	*	 (2,	230)	 .03	
	
Anxiety	Difference		 1.60	 (1,	230)		 .01	
	
Time	x	Anxiety	Difference	 3.89	‡	 (1,	230)		 .02	

















F	 df	 partial	η2						 T1	 T2	
Ambiguous	
Fear	Beliefs	 Boy-Boy	 23.61	(1.10)	 27.35	(1.24)	 			12.75	*	 (1,	76)		 .14	
	
Boy-Girl	 26.43	(1.24)	 26.66	(1.47)	 .03	 (1,	50)	 <.005	
	
Girl-Girl	 29.12	(.98)	 28.75	(1.03)	 .17	 (1,	103)		 <.005	
Ambiguous	
Avoidance		 Boy-Boy	 4.99	(.56)	 4.98	(.50)	 <.005	 (1,	74)	 <.001	
	
Boy-Girl	 6.45	(.77)	 7.46	(.94)	 2.48	 (1,	50)	 .05	
	
Girl-Girl	 6.96	(.55)	 7.31	(.55)	 .47	 (1,	102)	 .01	
Threatening	
Fear	Beliefs	 Boy-Boy	 40.41	(1.23)	 42.20	(1.02)		 			4.00		 (1,	76)		 .05	
	
Boy-Girl	 42.90	(1.51)	 42.48	(1.37)		 .37	 (1,	50)		 .01	
	
Girl-Girl	 43.76	(.84)	 42.09	(.81)	 	4.60		 (1,	104)	 .04	
Threatening	
Avoidance		 Boy-Boy	 11.41	(.70)	 13.31	(.59)	 9.71	*	 (1,	75)	 .12	
	
Boy-Girl	 13.39	(.76)	 13.68	(.69)	 .28	 (1,	50)		 .01	
		 Girl-Girl	 13.66	(.47)	 14.47	(.36)	 3.25	 (1,	103)	 .03	















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































		 		 T1	 T2	 T1	 T2	 T1	 T2	 T1	 T2	 		
Generation	
Discussed	
T1	 0.07	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 |z|	=	.46		











	 	 	 	Emotional	
Response	
Discussed	
T1	 		 		 		 		 -.01	 		 		 		
	|z|	=	1.53			






	 	 	 	 	 	
0.01	
	 	|z|	=	.40	

































		 Main/	Interaction	Effects	 F	 df	 partial	η2		
Generation	 Time	 1.63	 (1,114)	 0.01	
	
Condition	 0.07	 (1,114)	 <.005	
	
Trait	Anxiety	Difference	 4.88*	 (1,114)	 0.04	
	
Age	 5.66*	 (1,114)	 0.05	
	 Gender	 0.52	 (1,	114)	 0.01	
	
Time	x	Condition	 3.97*	 (1,114)	 0.03	
	
Time	x	Trait	Anxiety	Difference	 0.56	 (1,114)	 0.01	
	
Time	x	Age	 0.50	 (1,114)	 <.005	
	 Time	x	Gender	 2.88	 (1,114)	 0.03	
	
Time	x	Condition	x	Trait	Anxiety	Difference	 0.54	 (1,114)	 0.01	
	
Time	x	Condition	x	Age	 3.95*	 (1,114)	 0.03	
	 Time	x	Conditions	x	Gender	 <.005	 				(1,	114)		 					<.001	
	 	 	 	 	Emotional	
Response	 Time	 5.67*	 (1,114)	 0.05	
	
Condition	 3.79	‡	 (1,114)	 0.03	
	
Trait	Anxiety	Difference	 8.55**	 (1,114)	 0.11	
	
Age	 5.25*	 (1,114)	 0.04	
	
Gender	 8.05**	 (1,114)	 0.07	
	
Time	x	Condition	 5.33*	 (1,114)	 0.05	
	
Time	x	Trait	Anxiety	Difference	 0.09	 (1,114)	 <.005	
	
Time	x	Age	 4.82*	 (1,114)	 0.04	
	
Time	x	Gender	 0.97	 (1,114)	 0.01	
	
Time	x	Condition	x	Trait	Anxiety	Difference	 0.32	 (1,114)	 <.005	
	
Time	x	Condition	x	Age	 4.39*	 (1,114)	 0.04	
















DV	 Age	Group	 Main/	Interaction	Effects	 F	 df	 partial	η2	
Generation		
Younger	
Time	 12.61**	 (1,58)	 0.18	
Condition	 11.00**	 (1,58)	 0.16	





Time	 10.32**	 (1,58)	 0.15	
Condition	 23.15**	 (1,58)	 0.29	
Time	x	Condition	 1.77	 (1,58)	 0.03	
	
	




Time	 6.18*	 (1,57)	 0.10	
Condition	 158.84**	 (1,57)	 0.74	
Time	x	Condition	 5.70*	 (1,57)	 0.09	
	
	 	 	 	
Older	
Time	 <.001	 (1,55)	 <.001	
Condition	 93.32	 (1,55)	 0.63	



























































































































































































































































































































































































































Response	 STAI-T	 Closeness	 IPPA	
Young	
Adults	











	 	 	 	
	
	 	 	 	 	
Parents	







































Parent	Generation	(centered)	 0.28	 0.08	 3.46**	
Relationship	Closeness	(centered)	 0.01	 0.01	 1.08	
Parent	Generation	x	Relationship	




Parent	Generation	(centered)	 0.28	 0.08	 3.35**	
IPPA	(centered)	 <.001	 <.001	 0.34	
Parent	Generation	x	IPPA	 -.01	 <.005	 -1.45	













(centered)	 0.32	 0.13	 2.46*	
Relationship	Closeness	(centered)	 -.04	 0.07	 -.53	
Parent	Emotional	Response	x	





(centered)	 0.33	 0.13	 2.5*	
IPPA	(centered)	 <.005	 <.005	 0.6	























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1	 	 2	 	 3	 	 4	 	 5	
						No,	not	at	all						No,	not	really							Yes,	maybe								Yes,	probably				Yes,	definitely	
	
	
1. If	you	had	a	Cuscus/Quokka	as	pet,	would	you	be	afraid	when	you	had	to	clean	its	
cage?		
2. Would	you	find	it	scary	to	feed	a	Cuscus/Quokka?	
3. Would	you	find	it	scary	to	touch	a	Cuscus/Quokka?	
4. Would	you	quickly	run	away	if	you	saw	a	Cuscus/Quokka?	
5. Do	you	think	that	a	Cuscus/Quokka	will	bite	you?	
6. Would	you	feel	scared	if	you	encounter	a	Cuscus/Quokka?	
7. 	Do	you	think	that	the	Cuscus/Quokka	will	hurt	you?	
8. Would	you	go	quickly	inside	if	you	would	see	a	Cuscus/Quokka	near	your	house?	
9. Do	you	believe	that	the	Cuscus/Quokka	can	make	you	ill?	
10. Would	you	be	nervous	if	you	had	to	enter	a	room	with	a	Cuscus/Quokka?	
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Appendix	6	
Ambiguous	and	Threatening	Information	
(Muris,	Rassin,	et	al.,	2009)	
Ambiguous	Information:	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	has	white	teeth.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	eats	all	sorts	of	things.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	can	jump.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	has	a	unique	smell.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	is	noticeable.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	lives	like	some	other	animals.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	makes	noises.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	likes	to	drink	all	sorts	of	things.	
The	Cuscus/	Quoll	has	claws	and	scratches	trees.	
You	never	know	what	the	Cuscus/	Quoll	will	do.	
	
Threatening	Information:	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	has	long	sharp	teeth.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	eats	scary	insects.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	can	jump	up	at	your	throat.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	stinks.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	is	dangerous.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	kills	other	animals.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	makes	frightening	noises.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	likes	to	drink	blood.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	has	sharp	claws	and	scratches	your	skin.	
The	Cuscus/Quoll	will	attack	you.	
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Appendix	7	
Nature	Reserve	Map	(NRM)	
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Appendix	8	
Interpretation	Generation	Questionnaire	(IGQ)	
	(Dodd,	Stuijfzand,	Morris,	&	Hudson,	2015)	
1. It’s	your	second	week	on	the	job.	Your	boss	stops	by	your	desk	in	the	early	
afternoon	and	asks	you	to	come	to	his	office	later	that	day.	Why	does	your	boss	
want	to	see	you?	
2. You’re	lying	in	bed	at	night	when	you	hear	a	noise,	what	might	it	be?	
3. You’re	on	a	plane	and	the	pilot	tells	the	passengers	to	return	to	their	seats	and	
	fasten	their	seatbelts,	why?	
4. Your	stomach	starts	to	feel	a	bit	funny	on	your	way	into	work,	why?	
5. A	friend	calls	and	leaves	you	a	voicemail	saying,	“Give	me	a	call,	I	need	to	speak	to	
you.	It’s	important.”	What	does	he/she	want	to	talk	to	you	about?	
6. You	are	having	your	birthday	party	and	half	an	hour	after	it	started,	there’s	still	
	only	a	few	people	there,	why?	
7. You	walk	into	a	party	and	people	turn	to	look	at	you,	why?	
8. You	see	two	of	your	closest	friends	at	the	shopping	centre	together.	They	didn’t		tell	
you	they	were	going.	Why?	
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Appendix	9	
Coding	Scheme	for	the	Interpretation	Generation	Questionnaire	
1. Every	interpretation	should	be	coded	as	negative	(1)	or	not	negative	(0)	or	
ambiguous	(77)	or	uncodeable	(999).	A	negative	code	should	be	given	for	any	
interpretation	that	suggests	a	negative	outcome	for	the	participant	or	reflects	
negative	attributions	about	the	self.	Bear	in	mind	that	this	is	absolute,	not	relative	to	
the	worst-case	scenario,	so	you	should	code	negative	even	when	this	may	not	be	the	
most	negative	interpretation	possible.		
2. Focus	on	the	interpretation	itself,	rather	than	over-thinking	all	of	the	possible	knock-
on	implications	and	long-term	consequences	of	the	interpretation.		
3. Be	careful	that	your	own	interpretation	bias	doesn’t	affect	your	coding.	Imagine	for	
example	the	scenario	where	your	boss	asks	to	speak	to	you.	If	a	participant	gives	the	
interpretation	“because	they	want	to	introduce	me	to	someone”	this	could	be	a	
positive	or	a	negative	event	depending	on	how	you	feel	about	meeting	new	people	
and	should	therefore	be	coded	as	neutral.	You	shouldn’t	code	it	as	a	negative	event	
just	because	you	as	a	coder	feel	that	it	is	a	negative	event,	you	need	to	take	a	step	
back	from	your	own	interpretation	and	think	about	how	other	people	might	feel	in	
order	to	code	it	accurately.	
4. Consider	the	context	of	the	scenario	when	assessing	the	interpretation.	For	
example,	imagine	a	scenario	where	you	hear	a	noise	during	the	night.	If	the	
participant	says	it	is	their	child/partner	etc.	then	this	would	be	a	non-threat	
interpretation.	However,	in	this	context	if	they	say	it	is	‘someone’	in	the	house,	they	
are	more	likely	to	mean	someone	they	don’t	know,	which	should	be	coded	as	
negative.	There	will	be	ones	that	are	tricky	but	sometimes	considering	the	context	
of	the	scenario	will	help.		
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Difficult	coding:	
There	are	several	things	participants	say	that	are	difficult	to	code	(missing	999):	
- Use	of	‘something’	e.g.	something	happened,	to	talk	about	something.	This	
isn’t	clear	whether	something	is	good	or	bad.	In	this	situation,	consider	the	context	
of	the	scenario	and	whether	it	is	equally	likely	that	something	refers	to	something	
positive/negative	and	if	it	is	equally	likely,	code	as	ambiguous	(77).	Keep	in	mind	
your	own	biases	here	and	try	to	be	objective	about	the	likelihood	that	something	is	
negative	(see	also	above	example	of	‘someone’	in	the	house).		
- Use	of	‘funny’	–	it	is	often	unclear	whether	the	participant	means	that	they	
had	intended	to	be	funny	so,	if	it	is	unclear	you	will	need	to	code	it	as	non-threat.	
For	example,	‘people	are	laughing	at	me	because	I	did	something	funny’	could	be	
positive	if	they	are	trying	to	be	funny	but	people	could	be	laughing	at	them	for	
something	they	don’t	find	funny	(so	in	a	cruel	way).	Only	code	as	threat	if	it’s	clearly	
negative.		
- Use	of	‘surprised’.	Again,	look	at	the	context	and	see	whether	it’s	equally	
likely	to	be	positive	or	negative.	Code	as	ambiguous	unless	it	is	clearly	most	likely	to	
be	a	negative/threatening	surprised.	E.g.	‘they	are	surprised	at	my	results’	could	be	
positive	or	negative	so	should	be	coded	as	ambiguous.				
- If	the	interpretation	is	ambiguous,	code	as	(77)	but	if	the	interpretation	
doesn’t	make	any	sense	or	it’s	clear	the	participant	is	not	taking	the	task	seriously	–	
code	as	missing	(999).		
	
	
	
